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8667, Adulieration and misbranding of Mumm'’s Champagne, ¥U. S, » * *
v, 28 Cases of Mumm'’s Champagne. Default decree of condemnn-
vion, forfeiiure, and destruetion, (FF, & D. No, 12909. I. 8, Nos.
14662-r, 14663-r. 8. No. E-2343.)

On June 15, 1920, the United States attorney for the Xastern District of
Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel for ithe seizure anil
condemnation of 26 cazes of Mumm's Champagne, consigned by H. G. Mumm &
Co., New York, N. Y., remaining in the original unbroken packages at Phila-
delphia, Pa., alleging that the article had been shipped on or about March 16,
1920, and transported from the State of New York into the State of Pennsyl-
vania, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food and
Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the arlicle was alleged in the libel for the reason that a sub-
stance other than unfermented nonaicoholic champagne had been mixed and
packed with. and substituted wholly or in part for, the article.

Misbranding was alleged in substance in the libel for the reason thatl the
package in which the article was enclosed contained a label which bore the fol-
lowing statement, regarding the ariicle and the ingredients and substances
contained therein, “ H. G. Mumm & Co.’s Ixtra Dry Champagne Non-alcoholic,”
which was false and misleading in that the product was a mixiure prepared
from grape and apple juices, sweetened with sugar, artificially flavored and
artificially carbonaled. DMisbranding was alleged for the further reason that
it wag an imitation of, and was offered for sale under the distinetive name or,
another article, and for the further reason that it wag food in package form,
and the guantity of the contents was nol plainly and congpicuously marked on
the outside of the package.

On August 2, 1920, no claimant having appearcd for the property, judgmeni
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United Stales marshal

E. D, Bary, Acting Sceretary of Agriculture.

8668, Adulteration of canned salmon. ¥, 8., * 1 *x w, 5635 Cases of
Salmon. Counsent decree of condemmnation and forfeiture, Prod-
unet released on bond., (I & D, No. 13006, I. 8. No. 3968-1. 8. No.
W-627.)

On or about July 8, 1920, the United Stateg attorney for the Western Dis-
trict of Washington, acling upon a repori by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed
in the District Courl of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure
and condemnation of 5,695 cuses of salmon, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at Seattle, Wash., alleging that the article had been shipped by the
Alaska Fish Co., Waterfall, Alaska, arriving at Seattle, Wash., on or about
Novewber 5, 1919, and transported {rom the Territory of Alaska into the State
of Washingion, and charging adultcration in viclation of the I'ood and Drugs
Act. The aiticle was labeled in part, “ Seaketcni Brond Pink Salmon Packed
in Alaska by Alaska Fish Co. Seattle, Wash.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that it con-
sisted wholly or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal substance.

COn July 30, 1920, the American Oriental Saleg Corporaticn, L, C. Smith Bldg.,
Seattle, Wash., claimant, having filed a claim and answer to the libel, and it
appearing to the court that the evidence produced by libelant in support of the
libel was sufficient to establish the allegations of said libel, judgment of con-
demnation and forfeilure was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be delivered to said claimant upon payment of the costs of the pro-



